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FOREWORD

The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) Directorate of Contracting
requested DLA's Operations Research and Economic Analysis Office
(DLA-LO) to quantify the costs incurred by DLA and other Department of
Defense (DoD) activities, as a result of the receipt of discrepant
items from contractors and the resulting submission of Reports of
Discrepancies (RODs). This report summarizes all efforts involved in
the analysis and presents the results in tabular form for use by
supply center -ontra,.ting directorates.

We were able to quantify two costs resulting from the receipt of a
discrepant item - the administrative cost and holding cost. The
analysis showed that the expected administrative cost for actions that
encompass ROD processing, investigation, and resolution is $227 for a
packaging ROD and $189 for a shipping ROD for a typical item managed
by DLA. The analysis also showed that the "average" holding cost per
packaging ROD is 3.22 percent of the contract value for a typical DLA-
managed item. The corresponding holding cost accummulated for a
shipping ROD is 3.57 percent of the contract value. The sum of the
administrative and holding costs represents a "minimum" total ROD
cost. There are many other costs associated with the receipt of
discrepant items that we could not quantify in monetary terms.
Administrative and holding costs were calculated for individual supply
center and for items identified by Federal Supply Class. The results
are presented in a fashion readily adaptable for implementation at
each supply center.

The primary recommendation is to test the application of evaluation
factors based on these cost estimates during the bid evaluation
process at the supply centers. These evaluation factors will aid in
purchasing "best value" and determining the "true" cost to the
government of doing business with each offerer. Thus, a more prudent
choice - a more cost-effective decision - can be made.

4 ROGER C. ROY
Assistant Director
Policy and Plans
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

j. The Packard Commission has recommended that the government conduct its
purchasing operations in a fashion similar to that of the private sector by
emphasizing quality and schedule in addition to price. The Defense
Logistics Agency's (DLA) Directorate of Contracting is examining the
possibility of quantifying the costs associated with poor contractor
performance and incorporating these costs into the bid evaluation process.
In support of this effort, the DLA Operations Research and Economic
Analysis Office (DLA-LO) has been tasked with evaluating the cost
associated with discrepant supplies that are attributable to contractor
fault.-

This study examines two elements of the cost of discrepant items and
the resulting Report of Discrepancy (ROD) processing: specifically, the
administrative cost and the holding cost. The administrative cost arises
from actions normally performed at various supply and staff levels
(internal and external to DLA) when a discrepant item or shipment is
discovered and an ROD is initiated, processed, investigated and resolved.
The holding cost results from the storage and handling of discrepant items
and from the lost opportunity of investment for money Jtied-up, in these
supplies.- . .

The average administrative cost accumulated for a single packaging ROD
for a typical DLA item is $227. The average holding cost per packaging ROD
is estimated as 3.22 percent of the contract value for a typical DLA item.
The administrative cost for a shipping ROD is assessed at $189, with a
corresponding holding cost of 3.57 percent of the contract value for a DLA
item. The administrative cost (in dollars) and holding costs (expressed as
a proportion of contract value) were derived for items identified by
Federal Supply Class and by individual supply center. These sets of
results are the products of this study.

Although this study is comprehensive, it is not all-inclusive. As
many costs as possible were quantified, although there are many other costs
associated with the receipt of discrepant items that we could not quantify,
such as maintenance during equipment downtime and readiness degradation.
However, an update will inevitably be needed in the future to account for
changes of costs in personnel wages and materiel prices. In conjunction
with this upgrade, the possibility of capturing any of these additional
costs will be reevaluated.

In the comparison of two or more bids for a particular item, the
contracting officer at a center may calculate "evaluation factors" for each
potential contractor based on the contractor's ROD history and contract
data. A "true" cost to the government of doing business with each offerer
can be better assessed using these factors. A more prudent choice - a more
cost-effective decision - can be made.

It is recommended that the cost estimates developed in this report be
tested/used as bid evaluation factors at one or more of the supply centers.
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I. INTRODUCTION

A. Ba ir . The Packard Commission, in a report entitled "Quest
for Excellence" (April 1986), recommended that the government adopt
commercial buying practices in lieu of simply awarding a contract to the
lowest bidder. The Air Force and some Defense Logistics Agency (DLA)
activities have experimented with a "blue ribbon" contractor program. For
example, the Defense Electronics Supply Center (DESC), Defense Construction
Supply Center (DCSC) and Defense Industrial Supply Center (DISC) have
awarded contracts with up to a 20 percent price differential above the low
bidder to contractors with a proven track record of timely deliveries and
consistently conforming materiel. DLA Operations Research and Economic
Analysis Office (DLA-LO) Project DLA-89-81012, Administrative and Holding
Costs Resulting from Processing Reports of Nonconforming Supplies (July
1989), quantified the average total additional cost for the receipt of poor
quality items and the resulting complaint processing to be the sum of two
independent costs. These individual costs were computed to be $501 for
administrative efforts and 3.54 percent of the average contract value
representing the holding cost for a typical DLA-managed item. Yet there is
still no analytically-based estimate of the cost (to either the ultimate
user or to the DIA system) of the initiation, processing and resolution of
a report of discrepancy (ROD). (Used for nonconformances of shipment and
packaging, rather than of the products themselves. See section ID below.)

B. Problem Statement

There are several facets to measuring a contractor's quality of
performance. The cost of late deliveries is one of these facets. The cost
of a receipt of nonconforming items is another. The cost of a ROD is still
another. The administration required for ROD initiation, processing,
investigation and resolution can be measured in terms of "dollars." Also
included in costs are several components such as the cost incurred for
holding items in stock at various supply levels and the cost of "money"
being suspended in materiel until ROD resolution occurs.

Two directly measurable costs concerning discrepant supplies can be readily
captured. One such cost represents the total administration performed at
various levels within DLA and the Department of Defense (DoD) agencies when
an ROD for an item is initiated and processed. Another cost is that
resulting from the presence of discrepant materiel and the money it "locks
up" - the holding cost described above. The cost of a ROD becomes the sum
of the administrative and supply holding costs incurred between ROD
initiation and ROD resolution. Both costs are identified and quantified in
this report.

C. Objectives

The objective of this study is to provide an estimate of the costs
associated with the receipt of a discrepant item. Specifically, this study
determines the cost of the discrepancy reporting process from its inception
(when a problem is discovered) and its processing through various DoD, DLA
and individual service activities. Actions for LU activities that
normally play a part in the process are quantified in monetary terms.
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Another goal of this study is to determine the average holding cost per ROD
resulting from the receipt of a discrepant item. The intent was to
estimate these costs for individual items identified by Federal Supply
Class (FSC) and the managing DLA Supply Center.

In this study, the single cost generated for an ROD, encompassing both
holding and administrative components, may be interpreted as the minimum
cost for an ROD. The process analyzed in this project encompasses only the
essential information transfers, investigative efforts, and resolution
actions for a typical ROD - this study measures the cost for all actions
that should occur, not necessarily all actions that could occur.

Two general classifications of RODs are considered. Administrative and
holding cost formulations will be separately provided for both packaging
and shiDpina RODs.

D. Score

This study focuses on the entire reporting process when a problem in a
shipment occurs at any one of the four supply levels. The discovery of a
discrepancy and the initiation of a report may arise from a customer
(ultimate user of the iL. ), a retail supply activity (in direct support of
customers), a service wholesale supply activity (or service depot), and a
DLA depot. Separate analyses are accomplished for each of these four ROD
initiation levels.

The DLA supply centers analyzed include DCSC, DESC, Defense General Supply
Center (DGSC) and DISC. The Defense Personnel Support Center (DPSC) is
regarded as being comprised of two subcenters for this project - Medical
(DPSC (Med)), and Clothing and Textile (DPSC (C&T)). The subsistence
mission of DPSC and the entire DLA fuel management mission at the Defense
Fuel Supply Center are excluded.

An ROD is the device utilized by service activities and other DoD agencies
(including DLA depots) to report any problems or discrepancies other than
nonconforming material. Submission of this report occurs at all echelons -
the ultimate user, the retail supply activity, or a wholesale supply source
- depending upon what level detects the discrepant item or shipment.
Specifically, this analysis concentrates on any report transaction that

involves an SF 364, the actual Report of Discrepancy form.

Two major classifications of RODs will be addressed in this study:

1. Pakaging RQ. This type of report is initiated for items or
shipments that have, upon receipt, improper preservation, packing, marking
or unitization. Packing discrepancies encompass specific problem areas
such as incorrect or poor blocking, bracing, cushioning, weathering,
reinforcing or application of various protective measures.
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2. Shipping ROD. Shipping RODs are of several general
subcategories. One type of shipping ROD is that reflecting the condition
of materiel - but not one that would address nonconforming materiel.
Included in the "Condition or Damage" subcategory of shipping RODs are
those processed for damaged freight, pilferage, vandalism, theft, expired
shelf-life, or inappropriate condition code. The "Documentation"
subcategory of shipping discrepancies encompasses missing, illegible,
mutilated, incomplete or improper documentation that applies to a specific
shipment or receipt of supplies. The "Misdirected" subcategory of
discrepancies simply includes situations in which an organization received
a shipment that should have been provided to some other unit, or supply
source, or other customer activity. The "Wrong Item" subcategory of
discrepancies includes many different (but related) individual problems.
These include unidentifiable items, unacceptable substitutes for requested
items, unit-of-issue incompatibility, mixed stock and several other minor
discrepancies. The "Overage" subcategory reflects situations in which the
number of items actually received by an activity (for a given request) is
greater than the quantity requisitioned or demanded for a particular
transaction. The "Shortage" discrepancies, similarly, reflect situations
in which the quantity received is less than the number requested for a
given supply transaction.

In this study, any shipment or individual supply item having a discrepancy
for which an ROD would be submitted is termed a "discrepant item."
Discrepant items here do not include those supplies which would cause the
initiation of a quality deficiency report or any other form of quality
complaint. These quality discrepancies have been addressed in Project DLA-
89-81012.

In this project, the total administrative cost associated with the
processing of an ROD will include the costs of determination of
discrepancy; investigation; required coordination with contractor; response
to disposition instructions for materiel; financial management involvement;
and the general flow of information (both formal and informal). Scenarios
involving each of the four supply levels an' each of the six DLA supply
centers are analyzed.

There are two types of holding costs associated with material awaiting
disposition instructions that are generated by ROD resolution. The first
is the cost of lost opportunity for investment. The second cost is called
the "pure" supply cost.

I. Lost ODDortunitv Cost, During the period of time an ROD is
being investigated - the time between complaint initiation and ROD
complaint closure - the discrepant supplies may be "frozen." An exception
to this situation is the "overage" subcategory of shipping RODs. Since an
item which has an ROD issued against it is in a suspense mode, the money
invested in this particular item is also "tied up." If this money were
allowed to "grow," a profit (theoretically) would be achieved, depending
upon the period of time that the money is invested. In the scenario of
this project, the time that the ROD is in effect, and the value of the
items in suspense, can be combined to form a cost of lost opportunity of
investment.
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2. Pure Sutply Cost. The other type of cost is that associated
with -he holding of physical inventory within a storage facility. The
suspended materiel occupies valuable floor or bin space within a depot or
retail supply activity. Materiel handling equipment is utilized to
segregate suspended stocks. Facilities and other materiel support efforts
are involved when discrepant stocks are present. These costs -

representing other than pure personnel salaries (which are included as
administrative costs) - are computed in this project. The sum total of all
expenses incurred with the physical presence of discrepant stocks in a
storage facility over time is the pure 3upply cost.

Finally, and very importantly, RODs - regardless of the type of
discrepancy, the originator level, or the involved supply center - can be
resolved with the "blame" or responsibility placed at various storage or
management activities within the Department of Defense. However, only RODs
which were ultimately determined to be the fault of the supply contractor
were analyzed in this project.

II. CONCLUSIONS

The ROD cost equations are provided in Table I for packaging RODs and in
Table 2 for shipping RODs. In this study, the average ROD cost is termed
the "evaluation factor" (EF). Each formula represents the sum of the
average cost of ROD processing and the average cost for holding materiel
for a typical item managed by each center For any given proposed contract
value, the evaluation factor can be generated. The use of these equations
will be demonstrated in paragraph V, IMPLEMENTATION.

Table I

PACKAGING ROD INDIVIDUAL CENTER RESULTS

Evaluation Factor
Admin. Holding Cost Contract
Center Per Complaint - Cost + Proportion x Value

DCSC EF - $165 (.053243 X $ )

DESC EF - $162 (.023726 x $ )
DGSC EF - $211 (.036682 x $ )
DISC EF - $145 (.113587 x $ )
DPSC(C&T) EF - $433 (.018375 x $ )
DPSC(Med) EF - $238 (.082260 x $ )
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Table 2
SHIPPING ROD INDIVIDUAL CENTER RESULTS

Evaluation Factor
Admin. Holding Cost Contract
Center Per Complaint - Cost + Proportion x Value

DCSC EF - $191 (.030064 x $ )
DESC EF - $187 (.043886 x $- )
DGSC EF - $181 (.025119 x $ )
DISC EF - $186 (.037890 x $ )
DPSC(C&T) EF - $235 (.007160 x $ )
DPSC(Med) EF - $133 (.032090 x $ )

The evaluation factor formula for a typical DLA item (averaging over all
commodities and supply centers) was also developed for both packaging and
shipping RODs. The DLA-wide packaging evaluation factor (EF) is:

EF - $227 + (.032237 x $ Proposed Contract Value)

Similarly, the DLA-wide shipping ROD formula is:

EF - $189 + (.035717 x $ Proposed Contract Value)

Both evaluation factors resulted from an appropriate weighting of
individual center results based on the relative frequency of discrepant
materiel occurrences for each supply center.

More detailed evaluation factor formulas were also produced in this study.
Apnendix A contains packaging ROD EF formulas for FSCs within each DLA
supply center. In a similar fashion, the shipping ROD EF formulas are
given in Appendix B by supply center and FSCs within each supply center.

III. RECOMMENDATIONS. It is recommended that the evaluation factors based
on the cost estimates developed in t" is study be tested/used at the
contracting directorates of one or more DLA supply centers. A list of
items that have had numerous discrepancies, and a list of cont actors
having high rates of ROD occurrence, should be developed. The resulting
lists - for both the problem items and the poorer contractor performers -
should be combined to generate occasions for which the process would be a
viable and meaningful contract cost evaluation procedure.

IV. BENEFITS. The implementation of these evaluation factors will
provide a more accurate estimate of the cost of doing business with
contractors who have had a history of problems. Hopefully, by using these
evaluation factors, DLA will be able to buy "best value" and thus make more
cost-effective contract award decisions In addition, from a broader
perspective, contractors who have had less than a "perfect" ROD history
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will be motivated to tender the highest quality performance to DIA. The
average number of packaging RODs per year is 9,114 which results in an
estimated cost of $2.8 million per year. The average number of shipping
RODs per year is 6,441 which results in an estimated cost of $1.9 million
per year. By buying "best value," $4.7 million per year in non-value added
costs could be eliminated, as an upper limit.

V. IMPLEMENTATION

The evaluation factor (EF) tables, attached as the appendices to this
report, will be available to the appropriate contracting officers at the
DLA supply centers. The evaluation factor - expressed as the sum of the
two cost components - is graphically displayed in Figure 1; the
relationship of both administrative and holding costs to a proposed
contract value is evident.

Figure 1

EVALUATION FACTOR DETERMINATION

Kvaliaacl.n icc:.:
(3.l1.)

EEvauadonon Factor

J for I ROD

AdainLatrative

Coat (A.C.)

Concract Value (C.V.)
Iv4l10la1, factor A ds. Cost + Uo Coat

The administrative cost is calculated as a fixed cost for each FSC. The
holding cost, however, is variable. It is represented as a proportion of
the proposed contract value for a particular item identified within an
FSC. The holding cost percentage is also "rolled up" for each center.
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The key element of information needed to assess the evaluation factor for a
contractor is the average number of packaging or shipping RODs (per
contract) experienced for a particular contractor for a specific type of
item within an FSC or managing center. The number of RODs can be accessed
directly from the Quality Evaluation Program, or the Customer Depot
Complaint System (CDCS) by the Center Contracting Directorate or through
coordination with the Center Quality Assurance Directorate. Once this
figure is determined, the evaluation factor is readily calculated.

An example will highlight the implementation procedure. References will be
made to the appropriate attached appendix for the required figures:

A firm offers $20,000 for a contract containing
items falling under the FSC of 5320. This firm has
an average of 3 shipping RODs and 1.5 packaging
RODs per contract in the past year for FSC 5320
items. Calculate the total evaluation factor
for RODs, and the "true" cost of this proposal.

Packaging ROD

Administrative Costs - $ 143
(Costs retrieved from Appendix A - DISC Section)

Holding Costs (.110410) x ($20,000) - $2.208
Evaluation Factor per ROD $143 + $2208 - $2,351

Total Evaluation Factor for Packaging RODs
(1.5 RODs) x ($2351) - $3,527

ShiRting ROD

Administrative Costs - $ 183
(Costs retrieved from Appendix B - DISC

Section)
Holding Costs (.034746) x ($20,000) - $ 695
Evaluation Factor per ROD $183 + $695 - $ 878
Total Evaluation Factor for Shipping RODs

(3 RODs) x ($878) - $2,634
True Cost of Contract

Original Offer + Total EF (Packaging ROD) + Total EF (Shipping ROD)
- $20,000 + $ 3,527 + $ 2,634 - $26,161

For this particular firm, an offer of $20,000 is expected to cost the
government $26,100 based on this firm's ROD history. This "true" cost may
be utilized in comparison with other firms bidding for the same type item.

7



A. Administrative Costs

The numerical analysis concentrates on the flow of an ROD which is
precipitated by the receipt of a discrepant item(s) by a customer or a
retail or wholesale supply activity. Administrative cost results have been
reported in Section II for individual centers and all of DLA for both
packaging and shipping RODs. Major results for each FSC managed by each
supply center are contained in the two appendices to this report.

Three independent analyses were conducted. The first analysis measures the
expected cost of an ROD to a complaint initiator. The second analysis
captures the cost of ROD processing for each supply center. The final
analysis determines the expected cost for participation of activities
within Defense Contract Administration Services (DCAS). The total expected
cost of an ROD will be the sum of the three individual expected costs.

The first portion of the method for computing the administrative cost
identifies the materiel flow of items managed by DLA, purchased from the
contractor, and provided to the customer. The main "players" in the supply
system are identified and a relative frequency (or probability) is assigned
to each of the branches in a diagram representing flow of materiel.

At each of the supply activities which plays a part in the storage and
distribution of DLA managed items (DLA depots, service depots, supporting
supply activities, and ultimate users), an individual cost analysis is
conducted. This addresses the administrative costs incurred if a
discrepant item is received by a given activity and if a ROD is
subsequently initiated by this activity.

At each supply center, a detailed analysis is conducted which measures the
degree of participation (via probabilities) for each center activity which
plays a part in the processing and resolution of a ROD. These center
agencies include the focal point, quality assurance directorate,
comptroller office, contracting and production directorate, and supply
operations directorate. The application of activity costs and involvement
probabilities produces the expected value for each center's participation.
A cost is developed for each of the six supply centers and each of the two
types of RODs.

The expected cost for DCAS elements is also measured via actual costs (if
involvement occurs) and probabilities (reflecting relative participation).
This cost is captured for each individual DLA-managed item identified by
FSC.

For each of the three independent analyses, the individual activity costs
are based on the time to perform identified tasks, the rank or wage grade
of the person performing the tasks, the hourly pay rate (with leave,
benefits, fatigue and other factors applied), and the relative frequency of
the tasks performed. An expected cost of the total of all administrative
actions applicable to a single ROD is the result of this study. Costs
presented are based on Fiscal Year 1989 pay scales.
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B. HodjaCot

The calculation of pure supply costs and lost opportunity costs used
certain published factors which were handled as interest or growth rates in
the computations. These rates are published in DLAM 7041.1, "Economic
Analysis" (May 1985) and in the latest version of "Review of SAMMS
Requirements Computations" (DLA-LO Project 3040, August 1985).

Each ROD on the Customer Depot Complaint System (CDCS) was individually
considered. A value for the pure supply cost, the lost opportunity cost,
and the total holding costs was generated for each ROD record. In all
cases, a value for each type of cost was computed taking into account the
total dollar value of all items on a single ROD, the appropriate rate, and
the time period that the ROD was being investigated and resolved.

Averages of all costs were made for each individual FSC and DLA supply
center. The total holding cost was then expressed as a proportion of
average contract value for a given FSC.

C. Develooment of Data. The quantitative information utilized in
this analysis was developed from Special Purpose Data (SPD) standards for
DLA activities; responses to detailed surveys for agencies that do not have
published performance standards (service customer units, retail supply

organizations, and service depots); interviews with and visits to agencies
that are involved with materiel and information flow; accumulated
performance data submitted by the individual supply centers to the DLA
Directorate of Quality Assurance; and historical data from the DLA
Integrated Data Bank files and other locally constructed computer data
files. Additionally, ROD records currently reflected on the CDCS were
utilized to develop a mailing list for surveys to various levels in the
wholesale and retail supply chain. The CDCS was also a valuable source of
performance and transaction data for RODs processed by supply centers.

Information from the accumulated Active Contract Files (ACF) was used in
the holding cost portion of the analysis. Lastly, Quality Assurance
Management Information System data were employed to analyze appropriate
quality efforts at the DCAS level.

VII. ANALYSIS

A. Detailed Computations

There were many stages of computation which led to the tables attached as
appendices. The administrative costs were identified and quantified in a
"back-up" analysis to this report, "Cost of Processing Reports of
Discrepancy; Part I: Administrative Costs." The development of holding
costs was provided in another supplemental report, "Cost of Processing
Reports of Discrepancy; Part II: Holding Costs." Hereafter, these reports
are referred to as Part I and Part II. The final results of both back-up
analyses are combined to form the tables in the appendices and in paragraph
II, CONCLUSIONS.
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B. Materiel Flow

The flow of materiel from the contractor through the supply system was the
first step in estimating the relative frequencies that were associated with
finding and reporting discrepant materiel found at all levels in the supply
chain. The basic flow of materiel is displayed in Figure 2. A contractor
may ship DLA items to a DLA depot or to any of the service depots. It may
be economically advantageous and more efficient if the contractor ships
directly to an appropriate retail supply activity - the source of supply
for the ultimate user or requisitioner. This certainly applies in the
situation in which items are not normally stocked at DIA depots. These
types of supplies are purchased by DLA for direct delivery to customers.

A DLA depot may ship to a service depot or to a retail support activity. A
DLA depot may also discover a discrepant item or shipment during inspection
by the receiving division. A service depot, receiving supplies directly
from a contractor or DLA depot, may ship an item to a supporting supply
activity if this item is believed to be "error-free." However, a service
depot may also discover a discrepant item and, as a result, prevent
shipment to other supply activities. A supporting supply activity or
retail supply point may receive items from a DLA depot, a service depot, or
directly from a contractor. In any case, it ships to the ultimate user or
the requisitioner of the item - this requisitioner will actually use the
item for the purpose for which it was designed. Some examples of retail
supply activities are Army supply and service companies, Air Force base
supply activities, or Navy supply ships. Both the supporting supply
activities and the ultimate users have the opportunity to discover a
discrepant item.

The first step of the analysis was the determination of the proportions
(probabilities) of discrepant and nondiscrepant items at each level of
supply. A complete analysis describing the materiel flow to various supply
levels via branch probabilities was provided in Part I of the detailed
analysis. Part I provides interim results that were utilized to describe
discrepant materiel occurrence at each supply center.

C. Cost Calculation Descriptions

Once a nonconforming item is discovered, the reporting process commences.
Costs are accumulated at many and diversified activities as the ROD
proceeds through the administrative chain. The calculation of the ROD cost
depends upon who initiates the ROD as well as which supply center manages a
particular item. Costs were captured for each of the four complaint
initiators for a typical item at each of the six DLA supply centers.

Any ROD process beginning at any supply level may involve many other staff
activities. The number of participants in the ROD flow depends upon the
complexity of the problem, impact on customers, dollar value of the
discrepant items, and other factors. These staff activities may involve
focal points, action points, contract administration representatives, and
many other organizations and individuals. Costs associated with all of
these staff elements were developed.

10
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The "expected cost" value of a particular supply level's involvement is
simply the product of the calculated probability (representing the
participant's involvement) and the administrative cost experienced when
that supply level is involved. The expected cost of the administration
performed in the initiation of and response to an ROD was computed by
evaluating the expected cost of each activity of a decision or probability
tree that represents the ROD process, and subsequently summing these costs.

Similar actions take place at each supply center when an ROD surfaces to
that level. The procedures followed were assumed to be defined in the
appropriate SPD standards. However, since each center is oriented to major
commodity groupings, some variability in expended ROD processing time may
be inherent. For example, the administrative and investigative efforts
required for certain repair parts may be substantially greater than those
necessary to resolve RODs for a commercial, "off-the-shelf," item. As a
result, each center's activities were individually analyzed.

For each item (identified by FSC), the total expected administrative cost
was analyzed (and reported) by component costs. Individual cost estimates,
each of which represents the administrative cost for one ROD for a
particular center, were developed. Lastly, a single value that represents
the costs of a typical ROD for a DLA item - averaging over aUl ROD
initiators and aU supply centers - was derived through appropriate
weighting of each supply center cost with discrepant item occurrence
probabilities.

D. Administrative Cost Determination

Tracing the ROD flow was the first step in accumulating individual activity
costs. The reporting and resolution process is extremely complicated.
This complexity arises from the attempt to ensure that the ROD resolution
occurs at the lowest level possible, that complete and correct information
is always transferred from one activity to another, and that the ROD
initiator is satisfied in the most expeditious fashion. The flow of the
ROD and other management information is depicted in Figure 3. This is a
very streamlined process as depicted. In reality, there are many other
lines of information transfer that commonly occur in the resolution of an
ROD.

The process may begin with a customer activity. This is the ultimate user
of the item - the unit or organization that directly feels the effects of a
receipt of a discrepant item - since this customer's need for the item had
placed a demand on the supply system. Upon receipt of a discrepant item,
the customer performs tasks that were detailed in one of the three surveys
utilized to solicit information. The cost estimates developed for every
function performed by a customer included appropriate consideration of
leave and fringe benefit costs and factors such as personal fatigue and
work delay. In all cases where information was derived from survey
results, the median cost - not the average or mean cost - was utilized.
Using the median of all individual survey results provides a better cost
estimate by eliminating the risk of a few extremely high or low costs
affecting the entire sample.
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figure 3
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The costs associated with customer units involve two "phases" or two groups
of transactions. The first phase involves the discovery of the discrepant
materiel and the construction and submission of the ROD. The second phase
involves responding to instructions regarding the disposition of the
materiel in conjunction with the resolution of the ROD. This situation
also applies for supporting supply activities and service depots. The
instructions are then funneled to the customer, retail supply point or
service depot. It will be assumed that if an activity initiates an ROD,
that activity will eventually be provided instructions to handle the
discrepant materiel.

The supporting supply activity or retail supply point may initiate its own
report if a discrepant item is detected upon receipt. The supporting
supply activity receives, stores, and issues stock at the retail supply
level directly in support of an intended user. A service depot operating
it the wholesale supply level may receive and issue DLA managed items. A
service depot, therefore, may detect a discrepant item and initiate an ROD.
Information on detailed tasks normally performed at a retail supply point
and at a service depot was obtained from surveys of these activities.
Costs were again calculated based on the time expended and the associated
grade of the person performing each task.

A DLA depot communicates a problem directly to a particular supply center
depending upon the commodity affected. The actions that a depot normally
takes are detailed in SPD standards. In addition to using the SPD
standards, the actual flow of information and materiel within Defense Depot
Richmond Virginia (DDRV) was studied in great detail. In developing the
cost estimates, the process at DDRV was considered to be representative of
the process at all DLA depots. To calculate the costs accumulated with the
receipt of a discrepant item at a DLA depot, both sources of information
were utilized.

The point in the supply center that receives the discrepancy for control,
entering the data into the CDCS data base, and distribution, is the focal
point. Although the focal points at the supply centers may be
organizationally located in either the supply operations directorate or the
quality assurance directorate, they perform the same function. DLA SPD
standards formed the basis for all computations of costs within the focal
point. These standards provide a detailed description of tasks performed
by the focal point.

The four major supply center ROD processing points are the Contracting and
Production Directorate, the Supply Operations Directorate, the Quality
Assurance Directorate, and the Comptroller Office. The degree of
participation of these center activities depends upon the complexity and
nature of the ROD - each ROD is managed individually once it is accepted
into the center by the focal point. SPD standards and calculated
transaction probabilities (via CDCS) combined to produce the expected cost
of involvement for all center processing points. This was accomplished for
each individual supply center. Detailed descriptions for each processing
activity are available in the set of SPD standards used in this study. A
general outline of functions that are commonly performed by center
processing point activities is provided in Part I of this project.
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Relative frequencies or probabilities, reflecting the proportion of time
certain actions occurred, were obtained from SPD Standards and the CDCS
data base. These probabilities included the proportion of time an ROD
action was passed to a servicing Quality Assurance Representative (QAR) at
DCAS for resolution. All probabilities were utilized to calculate expected
costs for various activities both within a DLA supply center and at the
DCAS level. Due to the anticipated variability in the numbers of
transactions passed among supply center activities, and due to the
variability of personnel grades among the different centers, each center's

focal and ROD processing points were individually considered.

Once costs had been assigned to each activity in the ROD process, with
probabilities of event occurrences established to reflect different
scenarios, total costs were compiled. A "roll-up" or combined cost
included all costs of all center activities involved with the distribution
of both materiel and information.

Costs experienced at the DCAS level were then considered. Elements
addressed were the QAR, the Administrative Contracting Officer (ACO), and
the regional Deficiency Report Program Manager (DRPM) and the division
DRPMs. Although SPD standards for the QAR were available, the estimate of
costs associated with the QAR was developed in greater detail simply as a
result of the wealth of information available on computer files,
particularly the Mechanization of Contract Administrative Services data

bases. The expected cost of DCAS involvement became the product of two
quantities - the sum total of all individual activity costs at the DCAS
level and the probability of DCAS involvement. Each FSC was analyzed
separately for the DCAS portion of the analysis. Job descriptions (as they

are related to complaint processing) for DCAS elements are referenced in
Part I of the study.

The analysis contained in Part I produced a breakdown of administrative
costs for each center and FSC. Costs were stratified by non-DLA activities
(ultimate customers, retail supply points, service depots and screening
points), DLA activities (all DLA supply center and supply depot elements)
and DCAS activities (QAR, deficiency manager and ACO). The total of all
administrative costs - experienced by all levels and activities - is that
reflected in the appendices to the Part I report. Lastly, to arrive at an
overall set of expected costs for non-DLA, DLA and DCAS activities that
represent "global" ROD costs (across all centers), each non-DLA cost, DLA
cost and DCAS cost was multiplied by the probability of ROD occurrence for
that center. These results are also provided in Part I.

E. Holding Cost Determination

To calculate the holding cost, each record in the CDCS data base that was

coded as an SF 364 was analyzed. An estimate of the materiel cost on the
ROD was derived from the quantity involved in the ROD and the unit price of
the particular item. This estimated cost represented the amount of money
that was held in suspense awaiting ROD resolution and was utilized as a
"principal" from which lost investment opportunity and pure supply costs
were generated. Specifics of this analysis are explained in Part II of

this project.
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The cost rates for holding stock in a suspense mode differ from supply
center to supply center. The source of these factors is the latest version
of the "Review of SAMMS Requirement Computations," (DLA-LO Project 3040,
August 1985). Table 3 displays these rates. No rates were published for
DPSC. As an estimate, the average of the other center's rates was used.

Table 3

HOLDING COST RATES

Center Rate

DCSC 17.0%
DESC 25.0%
DGSC 18.0%
DISC 18.0%
DPSC (C&T) 19.5%
DPSC (Med) 19.5%

The rates used for the cost of lost opportunity in this study is 10
percent. This figure is discussed in DLAM 7041.1, "Economic Analysis" and
is referred to as a discount rate for DLA investments. This rate of return
is considered to be the most representative overall investment parameter
(at the present time). The difference between the total holding cost and
the cost of lost opportunity provides the cost of pure supply actions.

All packaging RODs will accumulate a holding cost during ROD resolution.
However, a holding cost is not associated with all shipping RODs.
Overages, in this study, are assumed to be "exempt" from the cost of lost
investment opportunity, since the "quantity over" does not reflect a
purchase by the government.

In all cases, an estimate of each type of cost for each ROD was computed
taking into account the total dollar value of all items on each ROD, the
appropriate rate, and the time period that the ROD was being investigated
and resolved. Only "closed" RODs - those which have been resolved - were
considered in the analysis. Only RODs which were determined to result from
"contractor fault" were reviewed. The duration of a ROD was able to be
measured to the nearest day; therefore, compounding occurred on each day
for the entire period that a ROD was in effect. Given that the total
dollar value of items on an ROD is "T," the total worth of "TW" of the
money committed to the supplies (if the money could have been invested for
a period of "i" days) is:

TW - T (1 + ,)m
365

16



where "r" is the appropriate rate, in decimal form (fur example, .10 for
lost opportunity or .18 for total holding cost for a DGSC item). The cost
experienced, CE, is the difference between this total worth after a period
of "m" days and the initial worth "T":

CE - TW - T

An example highlights the computational technique for calculating the total
holding costs for materiel reflected on a complaint.

An ROD was reviewed for a DGSC item. The unit price of the item is $32.50.
The number of discrepant items for this ROD is 50. The ROD was initiated
on Julian date 86280 and resolved on Julian date 87025. Determine the
total holding cost for materiel on this complaint as follows:

Total Value of Materiel (T)
$32.50 per item x 50 items - $1,625

Total Duration Time of ROD (m)
The difference (in days) between
Julian dates 87025 and 86280 - 11 days

Rate (for DGSC) Expressed as Decimal (r) - .18

Total Worth of Money (TW)

TW - ($1,625) ( 1 + .U)ll1 days - $1,716
365

Total Holding Cost Experienced (CE)

CE - $1,716 - $1,625 - $91

For this example, the total holding cost experienced by the government for
the materiel on this ROD is $91.

After computing holding cost values for each ROD, all dollar figures were
summed to a specific FSC. Average costs (with respect to the number of
RODs) were then calculated. The total holding cost was also expressed as a
percentage of average contract value for each given FSC in the Part II
report. The ACF was used to calculate an average contract value for each
FSC to arrive at this percentage. The effect of a ROD in monetary terms is
expressed as a proportion of the proposed contract value for a specific
FSC. The product of this p r and a proposed bid becomes the holding
cost component of the EF formulas reported in this study. The process was
repeated to obtain supply center results.
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APPENDIX A

Packaging RODs Evaluation Factors

(By Center and FSC Within Certer)
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROO COST VALUE

1005 OCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.021211 X $_ _

1010 DCSC E.F. s $165 + C 0.053243 X $_ )_

1015 DCSC E.F. $165 + 0.021564 X $)

1020 DCSC E.F. $165 ( 0.036143 X $_ )

1025 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.191510 X S_)

1030 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.053243 X $)*

1095 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.042034 X $)

1450 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.011953 A $ _

1610 DCSC E.F. $196 + C 0.048322 X $)

1615 DCSC E.F. $196 + ( 0.027911 X $ _

1620 DCSC E.F. $196 + ( 0.044225 X $)

1630 DCSC E.F. $196 + C 0.014531 X $)

1650 DCSC E.F. $196 + ( 0.020338 X $_ )

1730 DCSC E.F. $196 + ( 0.026299 X $)

1740 DCSC E.F. $196 + C 0.004690 X $)

2010 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.059486 X $_ _

2230 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.053243 X $_ )*

2240 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.250000 X $ )

2250 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.053243 X $)*

2410 DCSC E.F. = $165 * 0.053243 X $)_

2420 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.053243 X $_ _

2510 DCSC E.F. = $154 + C 0.059374 X $)

2520 DCSC E.F. = $154 + 0.061396 X ___

2 30 DCSC E.F. $154 + C 0.071995 X $)

2540 DCSC E.F. $154 + C 0.075780 X $ _

2590 DCSC E.F. $154 + ( 0.100508 X $_ _

2620 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.053243 X $)*

2805 DCSC E.F. = $177 + C 0.059564 X $)

2815 DCSC E.F. = $177 + ( 0.079869 x $_ _
2820 DCSC E.F. = $177 + C 0.053243 X $)*

2825 DCSC E.F. = $177 + C 0.051424 K $X

2830 DCSC E.F. = $177 + C 0.053243 X $_ )_

2850 DCSC E.F. = $177 + ( 0.053243 X $)_

28e5 DCSC E.F. s $177 + C 0.053243 X $)_

7910 DCSC E.F. = $177 + C 0.0587"4 K $X

2920 OCSC E.F. s $177 + ( 0.078380 X $)

2930 0CSC E.F. : $177 + C 0.061276 X $

2940 DCSC E.F. = $177 + ' 0.089225 X $ _

2990 DCSC E.F. $177 + C 0.076818 X $_ _

3010 DCSC E.F. u $174 + 0.047801K $X

3020 DCSC E.F. = $174 + ( 0.049604 X $)

3030 DCSC E.F. : $174 + C 0.061706 X $)

* Them were no historical ramr reflectirg cloe ~Cakgirg M for this prticLAur

FS. As a result, a "p om ti of ege contract wiet" could rat be calculated.

The pportion for the particular Camter undler biich this F9C falls wm utilized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = AODK1tSTRATIVE + ( PROPORT1ON X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

3040 DCSC E.F. = S174 + ( 0.051947 X $)

3710 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.053243 X $_)_

3720 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.053243 X S_)_

3730 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.053243 X S_)_

3740 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.012799 X $)

3760 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.053243 X $)_

3770 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.026414 X $_ )

3805 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.007389 X S_ )

3810 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.001389 X $)

3815 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.062563 X $)

3820 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.047941 X $)

3825 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.018695 X $)

3830 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.086016 X $)

3835 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.053243 X $)_

3895 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.004733 X $)

3910 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.033181 X $_ )

3915 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.053243 X $)_

3930 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.010841 X $)

3950 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.034528 X $)

3960 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.053243 X $ _ _

4210 DCSC E.F. = $177 + ( 0.033074 X $)

4220 DCSC E.F. = $177 + ( 0.024056 X $)

4310 DCSC E.F. $177 + ( 0.044157 X $_ )

4320 DCSC E.F. $177 + ( 0.048027 X $)

4330 DCSC E.F. $177 + ( 0.039046 X $)

4410 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.039931X S )

4420 DCSC E.F. $165 + C 0.046215 X $)

4430 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.053243 X S)*

4440 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.022141K $X

4460 DCSC E.F. $165 + ( 0.018158 X $)

4510 DCSC E.F. = $156 + ( 0.036025 X $_ )

4520 DCSC E.F. = $156 + ( 0.026248 X S)

4530 OCSC E.F. = $156 + C 0.054823 X $_ )

4540 DCSC E.F. = $156 + C 0.044197 X $_ )

4610 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.049584 X $)

4620 DCSC E.F. a $165 + ( 0.018110 X $)

4630 DCSC E.F. - $165 + ( 0.053243 X $)_

4710 DCSC E.F. = $156 + C 0.036445 X $_ _

4720 DCSC E.F. = $156 + ( 0.071824 X S)

4730 OCSC E.F. a $156 + ( 0.038654 X $_ )

4810 DCSC E.F. - $161 + C 0.028971K $X

4820 DCSC E.F. a $161 + ( 0.047571K $X

* Therwre no historical rscor r fLectirv clom Ikdirv M for this particular

FS. M a reJtt, a "'rpormio of awere cmtrt value' could rt be calculatd.
The porton for the prticular Ce-ter under %hidc this FSC falls i utiized.
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EVALUAT ION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER *ADMINISTRATIVE + CPROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

4910 OCSC E.F. $ 161 + C 0.052089 X S____

4930 DCSC E.F. z $161 + C 0.056897 X S____

4940 DCSC E.F. 2 $161 + C 0.063154 X $____

5410 DCSC E.F. $ 165 + C 0.015015 X S____

5411 DCSC E.F. = $165 + C 0.053243 X S____

5420 DCSC E.F. = $165 + 0.053243 X S____

5430 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.020590 X S____

5440 DCSC E.F. = $165 + 0.039731 X S____

5445 DCSC E.F. = 165 + C 0.053243 X S____

5450 DCSC E.F. 2 $165 + ( 0.044032 X S____

5510 DCSC E.F. z $163 + C 0.035234 X S____

5520 DCSC E.F. = $163 + C 0.053243 X S____

5530 DCSC E.F. S 163 + 0.063451 X S____

5660 DCSC E.F. = $165 + ( 0.001081 X $____

5680 DCSC E.F. S 165 + 0.053243 X S____

Theire we no historicl, e=r rof lectirg ctoed pcirg As for tiis pwrticAtw
FSC. As a reatt, a *'p rq ona of awarag wntrwt miumol cmA~d ", be cotoutated.
The prmtian for the paticAjt Center udw~ ii tis FSC fatts was utitin.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER =ADMINISTRATIVE + PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

1210 DESC E.F. = $162 + C 0.023726 X S____

1220 DESC E.F. z $162 + C 0.008390 x s____

1240 DESC E.F. S162 + 0.007238 x $____

1260 DESC E.F. $ 162 + 0.023726 X S____

1265 DESC E.F. $ 162 + C 0.023726 X S____

1270 DESC E.F. S 162 + 0.004323 X S____

1280 DESC E.F. $ 162 + C 0.016426 X S____

1285 DESC E.F. = 162 + 0.038730 X $____

1290 DESC E.F. S 162 + ( 0.026160 x $____

1420 DESC E.F. = $162 + 0.016650 X S,___
1430 DESC E.F. = $162 + 0.043608 X S____

1440 DESC E.F. = $162 + C 0.002602 X S____

1660 DESC E.F. = $162 + 0.005316 x S____

4931 DESC E.F. z S162 + 0.052899 X S____

4935 DESC I.v. S 162 + 0.006765 X $____

5805 DESC E.F. 2 $178 + C 0.013827 X S

5815 DISC E.F. a $178 + 0.026187 K S____

5820 DESC E.F. = $178 + 0.024292 X S____
5821 DESC E.F. x $178 + 0.025702 K S

5825 DISC E.F. = $178 + ( 0.031425 X S

5826 DESC E.F. x $178 + 0.007246 X $____

5830 DESC E.F. a $178 + C 0.025646 K S____

5831 DESC E.F. = $178 + 0.008207 K S

5835 DESC E.F. S 178 + C 0.015699 K S____

5836 DESC E.F. S 178 + 0.047195 X $____

5840 DESC E.F. S 178 + 0.041278 X S____

5841 DESC E.F. a $178 + C 0.012361 K $____

5845 DESC E.F. z $178 + 0.023172 K S,___

5850 DESC E.F. z $178 + 0.001741 K $____

5855 DISC E.F. 5 178 + 0.003466 K $

5860 DESC E.F. 2 $178 + 0.001964 K S____

5865 DISC E.F. 2 $178 + 0.017243 K S____

5895 DESC E.F. a S178 + 0.023366 X $___

5905 DESC E.F. a $158 + 0.039495 X S____

5910 DESC E.F. a $158 + 0.018205 K S____

5915 DISC E.F. 2 $158 + 0.019095 K $____

5920 DISC E.F. 2 $157 + 0.028999 X $____

5925 DISC I.F. z $157 + 0.016701 X S____

5930 DISC E.F. $157 + 0.012098 X $____

5935 DISC E.F. = $157 + 0.023156 K $____

5945 DISC E.F. a $157 + 0.014348 K S____

5950 DISC E.F. $ 157 + 0.011050 K *____

*Therv kwv no historicat w~or roflactirg cdosed pmkirv R~s for tisl potiala
FSC. As a reuLt, a MpcM ticn of wwvqi comrat %olum" ccAad rat be cmatt

The pcpm ion for the portiorw Cw~tmr tidr tichd thid FS feLLs wasi utiLized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER * ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

5955 DESC E.F. = S157 + ( 0.032604 X $_ )

5960 DESC E.F. = S169 + C 0.012519 X S_)

5961 DESC E.F. = 1158 + ( 0.033475 X S_ )

5962 DESC E.F. = $169 + C 0.045253 X $_ )

5963 DESC E.F. $ 1164 + C 0.044689 X S_)

5965 DESC E.F. = $178 + ( 0.012610 X S_ _

5970 DESC E.F. = $164 + C 0.005763 X S )

5980 DESC E.F. $ 1164 * ( 0.019747 X S_ _

5985 DESC E.F. = S178 + C 0.011340 X S_ )

5990 DESC E.F. = 1178 + C 0.018994 X S_ )

5998 DESC E.F. = S164 + C 0.004296 X S _ )

5999 DESC E.F. = S178 + ( 0.027064 X S_ )

6010 DESC E.F. = S162 + C 0.023726 X S_ )_

6015 DESC E F. S 1162 + C 0.023726 X S_)*

6020 DESC E.F. = $162 + ( 0.010509 X S_ )

6030 OESC E.F. $ 1162 + ( 0.000280 X ___

606n DESC E.F. S 1162 + C 0.026840 X ___

6070 DESC E.F. = $162 + C 0.076949 X S )

6080 DESC E.F. a S162 + C 0.023726 X S_)*

6120 DESC E.F. = S162 + C 0.051489 X $ )

6220 DESC E.F. = $162 + C 0.000193 X S_)

6625 DESC E.F. z S169 + C 0.027588 X $_ )

7010 DESC E.F. - S162 + ( 0.038707 X $_ )

7020 OESC E.F. - $162 + C 0.023726 X S_ )_

7021 DESC E.F. $ 1162 + C 0.001513 X $_ )

7025 DESC E.F. = S162 + C 0.032790 X S_)

7030 DESC E.F. - 1162 + C 0.023726 X S_)_

7035 DESC E.F. z S162 + C 0.022430 X S_ )

7040 DESC E.F. a $162 + C 0.009111 X S )

7045 DESC E.F. a $162 + C 0.030182 X S_ )

7050 DESC E.F. z S162 + C 0.001024 X S_ )

* Them wore re historicat r rvftctiri closed packogirg M for this arWtiAw

FSC. A a reutt, a "pr:motion of verWe coract %olsh coutd rat be calculated.

The pcr ton for he pwtictar Carter udr bbich this FSC falls w- utilized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER - ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

1040 DGSC E.F. a $207 + ( 0.036682 X S___
1045 DGSC E.F. = $207 + ( 0.036582 X s_ )_
1055 DGSC E.F. = S207 + ( 0.013567 X s_ )
1075 DGSC E.F. = S207 + ( 0.036682 x s•_ )
1080 DGSC E.F. = S207 + C 0.036682 x s_.__
1090 DGSC E.F. = S207 + ( 0.036682 X S___
1560 DGSC E.F. S 5207 + ( 0.006879 X S_ )
1680 DGSC E.F. = $207 + ( 0.004888 X S _ )
1820 OGSC E.F. = 5207 + ( 0.036682 x s_ )_
1830 DGSC E.F. = 5207 + ( 0.036682 X S___
1840 DGSC E.F. = 5207 + ( 0.036682 X s___
1850 DGSC E.F. = S207 + C 0.036682 X •s __
1860 DGSC E.F. = S207 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_
2050 OGSC E.F. = S207 + C 0.036682 x % _ )*
2060 DGSC E.F. 2 5207 + C 0.036682 X s)
2090 DGSC E.F. = 5207 + C 0.057363 x _ )
3210 DGSC E.F. = 5207 + C 0.036682 X s___
3220 DGSC E.F. = S207 + C 0.012046 X s_
3230 DGSC E.F. S 5207 + C 0.050196 x • )
3405 DGSC E.F. = S224 + C 0.008531 x s
3408 DGSC E.F. = 5224 + C 0.036682 x s___
3410 DGSC E.F. = 5224 + C 0.036682 X S___
3411 DGSC E.F. = $224 + C 0.036682 X s_ )_
3412 OGSC E.F. 2 S224 + C 0.036682 x s_ )_
3413 DGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.005946 x s__
3414 DGSC E.F. S 5224 + C 0.036682 x s__ *
3415 DGSC E.F. = S224 + C 0.056467 X S__
3416 DGSC E.F. 2 S224 + C 0.001099 " S )
3417 DGSC E.F. 5 S224 + C 0.082326 x S )
3418 DGSC E.F. - S224 + C 0.036682 x s_ _

3419 DGSC E.F. = S224 + C 0.151578 x s_ )
3422 DGSC E.F. S 224 + C 0.036682 x $)
3424 DGSC E.F. 2 $224 + C 0.003362 x _ )
3426 DGSC E.F. x S224 + C 0.004934 x 5 )
3431 DGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.034303 x s__
3432 OGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.036682 x s___
3433 DGSC E.F. a S224 + ( 0.043336 X $ )
3436 DGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.036682 x s___
3438 DGSC E.F. a 5224 + C 0.110878 x _ )
3439 DGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.050718 x $ )
3441 DGSC E.F. a $224 + C 0.054076 x S )
3442 DGSC E.F. a S224 + C 0.029612 X S )

SThwe wm re historict rw rftectir cl , - - pckgirg qs for this ti*Aar
FSC. As a rwAt, a "prvportian of awwp cntract %iu" cod rat be catlAatoL
The pmr ion for the rticutar Crter udr- uld, this FSC falts *- utitize.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINISTRATIVE + PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

3443 DGSC E.F. = $224 + ( 0.000040 X S _ )

3444 DGSC E.F. = $224 + C 0.111066 X S_)

3445 DGSC E.F. = $224 + ( 0.026482 X S _ )

3446 DGSC E.F = $224 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )*

3447 DGSC E.F. = $224 + ( 0.036682 X S_)_

3448 DGSC E.F. = $224 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3449 DGSC E.F. = $224 + C 0.036682 X S___

3450 DGSC E.F. $224 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3455 DGSC E.F. = $224 + C 0.034066 X S _ )

3456 DGSC E.F. = 224 + ( 0.020499 X S _ )

3460 DGSC E.F. = $224 + C 0.063641 X S_)

3461 DGSC E.F. = 5224 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3465 DGSC E.F. = S224 + ( 0.131137 X $ )

3470 DGSC E.F. S 5224 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3510 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.017340 X S _ )

3520 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3530 DGSC E.F. = S211 + C 0.075922 x S _ )

3605 DGSC E.F. = S211 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3610 DGSC E.F. = S211 + C 0.033133 X S )

3611 DGSC E.F. z 5211 + ( 0.007338 X S )

3615 DGSC E.F. = S211 + C 0.043640 X S _ )

3620 DGSC E.F. S 5211 + C 0.036682 X S___

3625 DGSC E.F. $ 5211 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3630 DGSC E.F. = %211 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3635 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.036682 X S_)_

3640 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3645 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.0366E2 X S__ )

3650 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.036682 x S_ )_

3655 DGSC E.F. $ 5211 + C 0.008726 X S _ )

3660 DGSC E.F. = 5211 + C 0.036682 X S_)_

3670 DGSC E.F. = S211 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3680 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.020125 X S)

3685 DGSC E.F. $211 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

3690 DGSC E.F. x $211 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3693 DGSC E.F. a $211 + C 0.036682 X S_ )_

3694 DGSC E.F. a $211 + C 0.113962 X S _ )

3695 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.067951X S

3920 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.040704 X S _ )

3940 OGSC E.F. $211 + ( 0.039996 X S _ )

3990 DGSC E.F. a $211 + ( 0.024089 X S _ )

4110 DGSC E.F. • S207 + C 0.067089 X S

4120 DGSC E.F. a $207 + C 0.010881 X S)

* There were no historical rmors reflectir cLosd pmkirg Rs for this pwticLw

FSC. As a riaut, a , pr rtain of verap contract 'mLWu cajtd rot be calculated.

The crtion for the p-cutar Cer urder hich this FSC faLlss utilized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER - ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

4130 DGSC E.F. z $207 + ( 0.029605 X S )

4140 DGSC E.F. = $207 + ( 0.019595 X S

4230 DGSC E.F. z $198 + C 0.090584 x $ )

4240 DGSC E.F. = $198 + ( 0.012089 X $

4920 DGSC E.F. = $227 + C 0.012822 X S__
4921 DGSC E.F. = $227 + ( 0.036682 X $

4923 DGSC E.F. - $227 + C 0.036682 X S

4925 DGSC E.F. a S227 + ( 0.036682 X S__ *

4927 DGSC E.F. = S227 + ( 0.036682 x $)_

4933 DGSC E.F. = $227 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

4960 DGSC E.F. = $227 + ( 0.036682 X S_ )_

5220 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.062948 X S_ )

5280 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.036682 X S___

5355 DGSC E.F. S 211 + C 0.034895 X $_ )

5940 DGSC E.F. $202 + C 0.058034 X S_ )

5970 OGSC E.F. = $202 + C 0.036451X S

5975 DGSC E.F. = $204 + ( 0.038427 X S_ )

5977 DGSC E.F. = S204 + ( 0.014946 X S_ )

5995 DGSC E.F. = $202 + ( 0.016069 X S

6105 DGSC E.F. = $227 + C 0.015773 X $ )

6110 DGSC E.F. = $204 + C 0.023271K $ )
6115 DGSC E.F. = $227 + C 0.040113 X $ )

6116 DGSC E.F. = S219 + ( 0.036682 X S___

6120 DGSC E.F. = $219 + C 0.025643 X $ )

6125 DGSC E.F. = 3219 + ( 0.006880 X $ )

6130 DGSC E.F. = $227 + C 0.040938 X S_ )

6135 DGSC E.F. = $219 + ( 0.030474 X S_ )

6140 DGSC E.F. = 3227 + C 0.056377 X 3 )

6150 DGSC E.F. = S204 + ( 0.032543 X $)

6210 DGSC E.F. = S202 + C 0.043064 X S_ )

6220 DGSC E.F. = 3202 + ( 0.02622 X $ )

6230 DGSC E.F. = S202 + C 0.016375 X $_ )

6240 DGSC E.F. a $202 + C 0.055685 X $ )

6250 DGSC E.F. = $202 + C 0.047784 X S

6260 DGSC E.F. z $202 + C 0.028787 X S_ )

6310 DGSC E.F. = S211 + C 0.036682 X S_ )*

6320 DGSC E.F. z $211 + ( 0.080925 X S_ )

6330 DGSC E.F. v $211 + C 0.036682 X $)_

6340 DGSC E.F. a $211 + C 0.003451 X )

6350 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.034485 X $)

6605 DGSC E.F. = S208 + C 0.041316 X $ )

6610 DGSC E.F. = $208 + C 0.036723 X S,

* Ther ke n historical rcords ref tectiri ctw ,, = irm IM for this partcL.er

FSC. As a rAult, a elWptMio of &Arms otrwt wtwn coLAd rat be caLoAst.

The praMim for the pwticutar Cu udwr Qich this FSC faiLs wo utilizd.
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EVALUAT ION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + (PROPORTION X CONTRACT )

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

6615 DGSC E.F. z S208 + C 0.001503 x S____

6620 DGSC E.F. z S208 + 0.002813 X $____

6635 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.041255 x S____

6636 DGSC E.F. = $208 + C 0.036682 X S____

6645 DGSC E.F. z $208 + C 0.019217 X S____

6650 DGSC E.F. S 208 + 0.034480 X S,)

6655 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.006361 X S____

6660 DGSC E.F. S 208 + C 0.041431 X S____

6665 DGSC E.F. $208 + 0.021403 X $____

6670 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.003299 X S____

6675 DGSC E.F. $208 + 0.042031 X S,___

6680 DGSC E.F. S 208 + C 0.031130 X S____

6685 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.031931 X S____

6695 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.031194 X S____

6710 DGSC E.F. S 208 + 0.016901 X S____

6720 DGSC E.F. S 208 + 0.037352 X S____

6730 DGSC E.F. 2 $208 + 0.012748 x S____

6740 DGSC E.F. 2 S208 + C 0.020411 X S____

6750 DGSC E.F. z S208 + C 0.041852 x S

6760 DGSC E.F. = $208 + 0.009670 X S____

6770 DGSC E.F. z $208 + 0.001890 K s____

6780 DGSC E.F. 2 $208 + 0.023738 X S____

6810 DGSC E.F. 2 $227 + 0.049530 X S____

6820 DGSC E.F. = $227 + 0.129016 X S____

6830 DGSC E.F. a S227 + 0.078593 K S____

6840 DGSC E.F. = $227 + 0.112071 K S____

6850 DGSC E.F. z $227 + 0.031755 K S____

6910 DGSC E.F. = $211 + 0.036682 X S____

6920 DGSC E.F. z $211 + 0.008905 K S____

6930 DGSC E.F. a $211 + 0.085869 X $____

6940 DGSC E.F. z $211 + 0.000378 X $S ___

7105 DGSC E.F. x $211 + 0.001303 K S____

7125 DGSC E.F. a $211 + 0.018834 X S____

7310 DGSC E.F. a $227 + 0.044831 K S____

7320 DGSC E.F. a $227 + 0.037006 K S)

7330 DGSC E.F. z $227 + 0.009420 K S____

7360 DGSC E.F. a $227 + 0.013314 X $____

7450 DGSC E.F. a $211 + 0.036682 K S____

7610 DGSC E.F. z S213 + 0.155604 K S____

7630 DGSC E.F. z $213 + 0.036682 X S____

7640 DGSC E.F. a W23 + 0.036682 X S____

7650 DGSC E.F. 2 $213 + 0.036682 K S____

*Themeweregno historicaL war reftLectiri cloed pedfru M~ for this prticLAa

FSC. As a rwsit, a "lp apmtion of wworag witract valtV cLAid rot be coaoAated.
The prpm ion for the poticAjw Comer tirdmr shich this FSC faLts wasn utiLized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER ADMINISTRATIVE + PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

7660 DGSC E.F. = $213 + ( 0.036682 X $____

7670 DGSC E.F. = $213 + C 0.036455 X S____

7690 DGSC E.F. S 213 + C 0.047266 x S____
8110 DGSC E.F. S 211 + 0.003389 X S____

8120 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.006077 X $____

8125 DGSC E.F. S 211 + 0.011916 X S____

8130 DGSC E.F. S 211 + C 0.036682 X S____

8140 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.008873 x $____

8145 DGSC E.F. S 211 + 0.000439 X S____

9110 DGSC E.F. = $211 + ( 0.036682 x S____

9150 DGSC E.F. S 211 + 0.017826 X $____

9160 DGSC E.F. = $211 + C 0.023979 X $____

9320 DGSC E.F. z $227 + 0.040159 X S____

9330 DGSC E.F. z $227 + C 0.032622 x S____

9340 DGSC E.F. = $227 + 0.0249"8 x S___

9350 DGSC E.F. = $227 + 0.000622 K S____

9390 DGSC E.F. S 227 + 0.039986 K S____

9440 DGSC E.F. S 211 + 0.036682 K S____

9450 DGSC E.F. = $211 + 0.036682 X S____

9620 DGSC E.F. = $211 + 0.036682 X S____

9925 DGSC E.F. z $211 + 0.031901 K S____

9930 DGSC E.F. z $211 + 0.003163 K S____

9999 DGSC E.F. a 42 1 0.036682 X $____

*Theme wev no historicaL waw re&f Lctirg cand pdirg Q~a for this partiaAw
F9C. As a rinutt, a "prpmtion of .urW cwtrwt vetue c~d rat be CataLAat.
The pvWrticn for the pwtaAar Cter udr Wiich this F!C fatt s utiLize.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

1560 DISC EF. z S153 + 0.042211 X S _ )

1670 DISC E.F. = $153 + ( 0.250000 X $)

1680 DISC E.F. = 153 + ( 0.074731 x S)

2020 DISC E.F. = $145 + ( 0.113587 X $_ )_

2030 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.033171 X S )

2040 DISC E.F. = 145 + C 0.003554 x S__

2810 DISC E.F. = 153 + C 0.113587 x $)_

2835 DISC E.F. = 153 + C 0.131362 X $)

2840 DISC E.F. = 153 + C 0.142648 x S_ )

2845 DISC E.F. = $153 + ( 0.113587 X S_ )_

2915 DISC E.F. = $145 + ( 0.113587 X S__ )

2925 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S

2935 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S_ )_

2945 DISC E.F. = S145 + C 0.113587 X $)*

2950 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S)_

2995 DISC E.F. = S145 + ( 0.113587 X S_ )_

3110 DISC E.F. = 5145 + C 0.052414 X $ )

3120 DISC E.F. = 5145 + C 0.144067 X S

3130 DISC E.F. = S145 + C 0.008263 X $)

3940 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.250000 X S _ )

4010 DISC E.F. = 5143 + C 0.182880 X S_ )

4020 DISC E.F. = S143 + ( 0.112529 X _ )

4030 DISC E.F. = 5143 + C 0.144970 X S )

5305 DISC E.F. = 5143 + ( 0.104777 X S _ )

5306 DISC E.F. = $143 + C 0.104968 X S_ _

5307 DISC E.F. = 5143 + ( 0.20136" x S_ )

5310 DISC E.F. = $143 + C 0.130377 X S_ )

5315 DISC E.F. = $143 + C 0.157778 X S__

5320 DISC E.F. = $143 + ( 0.110410 X S_ )

5325 DISC E.F. 2 S143 + C 0.128868 X S__

5330 DISC E.F. = 143 + C 0.113713 X $)

5335 DISC E.F. = $143 + C 0.143653 X S_ )

5340 DISC E.F. a S143 + C 0.129984 X S)

5355 DISC E.F. = 143 + C 0.077121X % )

5360 DISC E.F. = 143 + C 0.160603 X S_ )

5365 DISC E.F. a $143 + ( 0.101468 X S _ )

6145 DISC E.F. = $140 + ( 0.139542 X S_ )

9505 DISC E.F. = $153 + ( 0.167586 X S__

9510 DISC E.F. = $153 + C 0.086169 X S_ )

9515 DISC E.F. = $153 + C 0.062927 X _ )

9520 DISC E.F. = $153 + C 0.072304 X S_ )

9525 DISC E.F. = S153 + C 0.113587 X S__ )

* There re no historical rw ref lectir closed odMing M for this prtirLA

FSC. M a row(ut, a "prortion of awge crntrwt %lomt caJd rot be cacaitated.

The pqo in for the IrtioLAr Ceter urmr bhidh this FSC fatts we utilzed.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

9530 DISC E.F. z S153 + ( 0.107776 X S
9535 DISC E.F. s153 + C 0.120765 X S

9540 DISC E.F. = 153 + C 0.113587 X S)
9545 DISC E.F. = $153 + ( 0.113587 X S)

9610 DISC E.F. = S145 + ( 0.113587 X S_

9630 DISC E.F. = S145 + ( 0.113587 X S)
9640 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S)

9650 DISC E.F. = S145 + C 0.113587 X S)

9660 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S_

9670 DISC E.F. = $145 + C 0.113587 X S)

9680 DISC E.F. = $145 + ( 0.113587 X S_

* Thear wr no historicat rsoom reflectirg ctoed pomIrg M for this IwticLu(r
FSC. M a rwmAt, a , rrt on of mwaq cntract %lw comAd rat be calcAateL
The prvW ion for ft lrtiautar Ceter urdr hId this FSC felts msutitized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSEDFSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + PROPORTION X CONTRACT
PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

6505 DPSC-M E.F. 2 $254 + C 0.093403 X S
6508 DPSC-M E.F. = $234 + C 0.082260 x S____
6510 DPSC-M E.F. x $254 + 0.037554 X S__ __

6515 DPSC-H E.F. S 254 + C 0.061500 X S____
6520 DPSC-M E.F. S 220 + C 0.082260 X S____
6525 DPSC-M E.F. = $220 + 0.082260 x S____
6530 DPSC-M E.F. = $229 + ( 0.050454 X Z____
6532 DPSC-M E.F. S 202 + C 0.082260 x S____
6540 DPSC-M E.F. S 220 + C 0.082260 X S____
6545 DPSC-M E.F. S 234 + C 0.082260 x S____
6550 DPSC-M E.F. $ 254 + 0.004132 X S____
6630 DPSC-14 E.F. S 220 + C 0.000355 x %____
6640 DPSC-M E.F. $254 + C 0.250000 x S____
8820 DPSC-M E.F. S 238 + ( 0.082260 X S____
9410 DPSC-M E.F. = $238 + 0.082260 K %____

*Thmwere no historicaL i wo ref Lectirg cicaid pmqirg pas for this potlaAar
FSC. As a routt, a "p crtion of we contract mtus" cmAtd rat be cata.tated.
The pcrtion for the portiLaAar Center tudr bAidi this F9C fall s utitized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINISTRATIVE + C PROPORTION X CONTRACT

PCKGNG ROD COST VALUE

7210 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.011339 X S_)

8305 DPSC-T E.F. = S433 + ( 0.011212 X $)

8310 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.018375 X $_)_

8315 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.018375 X $)_

8320 DPSC-T E.F. a $433 + C 0.018375 X $)_

8325 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + C 0.018375 X $)_

8330 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.018375 X $)_

8335 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.018375 X $_)_

8340 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.003088 X $ _

8345 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + ( 0.018375 X $)*

8405 DPSC-T E.F. = $435 + ( 0.013962 X $_)

8410 DPSC-T E.F. = $435 + C 0.036637 X $)

8415 DPSC-T E.F. = $358 + C 0.016267 X $)

8420 DPSC-T E.F. = S435 + ( 0.000762 X $)

8425 DPSC-T E.F. = $427 + C 0.018375 X $)_

8430 DPSC-T E.F. = $474 + ( 0.022581 X S)

8435 DPSC-T E.F. $474 + C 0.018375 X $)_

8440 DPSC-T E.F. = $435 + C 0.001028 X $)

8445 DPSC-T E.F. S427 + ( 0.000753 X $)

8450 DPSC-T E.F. = $427 + C 0.018375 X S)_

8455 DPSC-T E.F. = $435 + C 0.001538 X $_)

8460 DPSC-T E.F. 427 + ( 0.001236 X $)

8465 DPSC-T E.F. = S35a + 0.005836 X S )

8470 DPSC-T E.F. $427 + ( 0.001684 X $)

8475 DPSC-T E.F. = $427 + C 0.018375 X S)*

9420 DPSC-T E.F. = S433 + ( 0.018375 X $_ )_

9430 DPSC-T E.F. = $433 + C 0.018375 X $_)*

* There wore ra historical wo refLctiru cosed pckirg for this porticutar

FSC. M a rmAtt, a 'paprtta of vmq cwtract wtuL@, =Ad rat be calculated.

The popmrtion for the ortoAar Ceer udr Which this FSC fatls wa utiized.
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APPENDIX B

Shipping RODs Evaluation Factors

(By Center and FSC Within Center)
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER ADMINISTRATIVE + (PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

1005 DCSC E.F $ 191 + 0.011967 X $____

1010 DCSC E.F =$191 + ( 0.030064 X $____

1015 DCSC E.F S 191 + C 0.031242 X S____

1020 DCSC E.F =$191 + 0.004439 X S____

1025 DCSC E.F $191 + ( 0.007744 X S

1030 DCSC E.F =$191 + ( 0.070729 X S____

1095 DCSC E.F =$191 + ( 0.010012 X S____

1450 DCSC E.F =$191 + ( 0.020286 X $____

1610 DCSC E.F =$210 + ( 0.087265 X S____

1615 DCSC E.F S 210 + C 0.038505 X S____

1620 DCSC E.F S 210 + C 0.012552 X S____

1630 DCSC E.F =$210 + C 0.010188 X S____

1650 DCSC E.F =$210 + C 0.022977 X S____

1730 DCSC E.F S 210 + ( 0.021105 x S

1740 DCSC E.F =$210 + 0.070032 X $____

2010 DCSC E.F =$191 + 0.050310 X S____

2230 DCSC E.F $ 191 + 0.030064 X S____

2240 DCSC E.F S 191 + C 0.121904 X S____

2250 DCSC E.F =$191 + C 0.030064 X S____

2410 DCSC E.F =$191 + 0.030064 x $____

2420 DCSC E.F S 191 + C 0.030064 X $____

2510 DCSC E.F =$184 + C 0.040471 X S____

2520 DCSC E.F S16~4 + 0.032741 )( S

2530 DCSC E.F $ 184 + C 0.037671 K S____

2540 DCSC E.F z $134 + C 0.040814 K S____

2590 DCSC E.F = $184 + ( 0.023755 K S____

2620 DCSC E.F 2 $191 + 0.030064 K S____

2805 DCSC E.F S 198 + C 0.046587 x S____

2815 DCSC E.F = $198 + ( 0.029625 x S____

2820 DCSC E.F z S198 + C 0.034844 x S____

2825 DCSC E.F = $198 + 0.030064 K S____

2830 OCSC E.F z $198 + 0.030064 X S____

2850 DCSC E.F a $198 + ( 0.030064 K S____

2895 DCSC E.F a $198 + 0.030064 x S____

2910 DCSC E.F z $198 + 0.025826 x S____

2920 OCSC E.F a $198 + c 0.027388 x S____

2930 DCSC E.F a $198 + C 0.028823 X $____

2940 DCSC E.F 2 $198 + 0.046078 K S____

2990 DCSC E.F 2 $198 + 0.038540 x S____

3010 DCSC E.F = S196 + 0.032343 K S____

3020 DCSC E.F =$196 + 0.031960 x $____

3030 DCSC E.F =$196 + 0.047577 K S____

*Them. were no historical rucar ref letirg closed shi~irV R~s for this porticuilw
FSC. A a ramAt, a "pcM ion of swerage catract v4Liu" could rot be calculated.
The pcortion for fth prtiatior Comer uxrdr icid this FSC falls wasn utitized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADHINZSTRATIYE * CPROPORTIONj X CONTRACT)

SMPPNG ROD COST VALUE

3040 OCSC E.F z $196 + C 0.021885 X S____
3710 DCSC E.F z S191 + ( 0.030064 X S
3720 DCSC E.F z S191 + 0.030064 X S____
3730 DCSC E.F = 191 + ( 0.030064 X S____
3740 DCSC E.F =S191 + C 0.012941 X 9____
3760 DCSC E.F $ 191 + 0.030064 X S____
3770 DCSC E.F z S191 + 0.030064 X S,___
3805 DCSC E.F a 1191 + 0.001877 X S____
3810 DCSC E.F z 1191 + 0.010001 x S____
3815 DCSC E.F = 191 + 0.009579 X S____
3820 DCSC E.F z S191 + 0.015606 X S____
3825 OCSC E.F 2 1191 + ( 0.027984 x s____
3830 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.059723 X S
3835 DCSC E.F 2 1191 - 0.013225 X S____
3895 DCSC E.F z 1191 + 0.003041 x I____
3910 DCSC E.F z 1191 - C 0.090371 X S____
3915 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.03006" x s___
3930 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.011224 X S____
3950 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.032646 x s____
3960 OCIC E.F S 191 + ( 0.0300"4 x s___
4210 OCSC E.F $ 198 + ( 0.017412 K 1____
4220 DCSC E.F S 198 + C 0.026354 X I____
4310 OCSC E.F S 198 + C 0.031139 X S____
4320 DCSC E.F $ 198 + ( 0.023280 X S____
4330 DCSC EJp = 198 + ( 0.027927 x S____
4410 DCSC E.F z 1191 + ( 0.040020 X S
4420 DCSC E.F a 1191 + ( 0.053842 X S____
4430 DCSC E.F x 1191 + ( 0.227423 x s____
4440 DCSC E.F = 1191 + C 0.028592 x S____
4460 DCSC E.F = $191 + ( 0.023339 X S
4510 DCSC E.F a 1185 + ( 0.027127 X $____
4520 DCSC E.F a 1185 + C 0.021292 x s____
4530 DCSC E.F z 1185 + ( 0.00"607 X S____
4540 DCSC E.F a 1185 - C 0.040310 X $____
4610 OCIC E.F z $191 4 ( 0.024087 X S____
4620 DCSC E.F a 1191 + C 0.021681 X S____
4630 OCIC E.F z 1191 + C 0.002850 X S____
4710 DCSC E.F a 1185 + C 0.029233 X S____
4720 OCIC E.F a 1185 + C 0.035228 x S
4730 DCSC E.F a 1185 + ( 0.025852 X S
4810 OCIC E.F z S188 + ( 0.029785 K s____
4820 DCSC E.F a 1188 + ( 0.033979 K I )

*Theme wre ra histoical rcar ref Lectirg cLm glhira M for tthis pirtiua
FSC. Ao a reAut, a "POrtla "Of NuWRq witrwt vlug" CmAd rat be caLAat.
The prcortion for fte particaAo Cwoitr udor bbidh this FSC fatls we Ltitized.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + (PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROO COST VALUE

4910 DCSC E.F 2 $188 + 0.011006 X S____

4930 DCSC E.F a 5188 + 0.021300 X S___

4940 DCSC E.F 5 188 + ( 0.019971 X S____

5410 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.019263 X S____

5411 DCSC E.F $ 191 + ( 0.030064 X S____

5420 DCSC E.F $191 + ( 0.029062 X S____

5430 DCSC E.F $ 191 + C 0.041356 X S

5440 DCSC E.F $191 + C 0.029468 X S____

5445 DCSC E.F =$191 + ( 0.030064 X S____

5450 DCSC E.F 5191 + 0.006661 X S____

5510 DCSC E.F S189 + ( 0.033672 X S____

5520 DCSC E.F S 189 + ( 0.030064 X S____

5530 DCSC E.F 2 S189 + 0.035737 X S___

5660 OCSC E.F = $191 + 0.006879 X S____

5680 DCSC E.F 2 $191 + 0.030064 X S____

*There were no historical .amr ref lecting cloud shipingr RCs for this prtiLor
FSC. Asa rinAt, a "popm ion of uvmrp contract vetuo coAd not be caltAtt.
The pcM ion for the particar Center uxbr bicid this FSC falls s taiLind.
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EVALUAT ION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

1210 DESC E.F 2 $187 + ( 0.043886 X S____

1220 DESC E.F c $187 + ( 0.097569 X S____

1240 DISC E.F z $187 + ( 0.079312 x $____

1260 DESC E.F =$187 + ( 0.028696 X S____

1265 DESC E.F a $187 + ( 0.043886 X S____

1270 DESC E.F z $187 + ( 0.086493 X S____

1280 DESC E.F =$187 + ( 0.043886 X S____

1285 DISC E.F =$187 + C 0.075361 X S

1290 DESC E.F = $187 + 0.011796 X S____

1420 DESC E.F =$187 + C 0.121158 X S

1430 DISC E.F =$187 + C 0.068573 X S____

1440 DESC E.F x $187 + C 0.011162 x $

1660 DESC E.F 2 $187 + ( 0.019443 X $____

4931 DESC E.F = $187 + C 0.028168 X $____

4935 DISC E.F a $187 + C 0.032990 X S

5805 DISC I.F z $199 + C 0.033518 X S____

5815 DESC E.F a S199 + ( 0.023136 X $

5820 DESC E.F z $199 + ( 0.068941 X $____

5821 DISC E.F z $199 + C 0.041319 X S____

5825 DISC E.F 2 $199 + ( 0.016072 X $____

5826 DESC E.F 2 $199 + C 0.052936 X $____

5830 DESC E.F z $199 + C 0.025137 X S

5831 DISC E.F = $199 + C 0.022606 X S

5835 DISC I.F S 199 + ( 0.014651 X $

5836 DESC E.F =$199 + C 0.068453 X S

5840 DISC E.F z $199 + C 0.114350 X S

5841 DISC E.F a $199 + ( 0.012179 X S____

5845 DESC E.F a $199 + C 0.025303 X S____

5850 DESC E.F = $199 + ( 0.043886 X $____

5855 DESC E.F a $199 + C 0.047887 X $____

5860 DESC E.F a $199 + C 0.043886 X S____

5865 DESC E.F z V1" + C 0.043886 X S____
5895 DESC E.F 2 $199 + C 0.045091 X $

5905 DESC I.F a $185 + C 0.066422 X $____

5910 DESC E.F 2$185 + C 0.056010 X $____

5915 DISC E.F a $185 + ( 0.040146 X $____

5920 DISC I.F 2 $184 + ( 0.032971 X $

5925 DISC E.F 2$184 + ( 0.027816 X $____
5930 DISC E.F a $184 + C 0.034373 X S____

5935 DISC I.F a $184 + ( 0.040451 X S____

5945 DISC I.P a $184 + C 0.040127 X $

5950 DISC E.F z $184 + ( 0.049403 X S____

*There tort nD hietoicaL mmar ref lecting closed shiing M~ for this pwtiLAiw
FSC. As a remAt, a llprM ticn of aara wtrwt -wm =Ad rat be calaAfted.
Ttw pqc ion for ft partiaAar Cumter iurbr Wii this FSC fails woo &&iLi~cL
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINMISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT )

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

5955 DESC E.F a S184 + ( 0.066695 X $
5960 DESC E.F =$192 + ( 0.037142 X S
5961 DESC E.F =$185 + C 0.050743 x S____
5962 DESC E.F =$192 + 0.051408 X S
5963 DESC E.F =$189 + 0.043748 X S
5965 DESC E.F =$199 + 0.008945 x S
5980 DESC E.F c$189 + 0.046034 X S
5985 DESC E.F z $199 + 0.039264 X S
5990 DESC E.F 2 $199 + 0.045199 X S
5999 OESC E.F 2 $199 + 0.043233 X S
6010 DESC E.F = $187 + 0.043886 K S,___
6015 DESC E.F =$187 + 0.043886 K $____
6020 DESC E.F =$187 + 0.203563 K S
6030 DESC E.F =$187 + 0.043886 K S____
6060 0ESC E.F 1,$187 + 0.007347 X S
6070 DESC E.F z $187 + 0.043886 K $____
6080 DESC E.F a$187 + 0.043886 K S
6625 DESC E.F 2 $192 + 0.035946 X $ )
7010 DESC E.F z $187 + 0.148974 K S
7020 DESC E.F =$187 + 0.043886 X S____
7021 DESC E.F $187 + 0.043886 K $
7025 DESC E.F = $18 + 0.042952 K S
7030 DESC E.F a is7 + 0.043886 x S
7035 DESC E.F $1S87 + 0.010628 K S
7040 DESC E.F = $187 + 0.043886 K S____
7045 OESC E.F z $187 + 0.032349 K $
7050 DESC E.F z $187 + 0.140485 K $____

*Therv ww ro h storicat . w rof Lectirv closed shiiv M for this paria~ar
FSC. As a rmA t, s l'p crtfia, of wera m rat valuO cLAd rat be celcLAaWm.
The pi a, c for Ifw potiiAm QCwe u da bbid this FSC fatlis wa uti tinW.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED
FSC CENTER FACTOR PER x ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT )

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

1040 D6SC E.F = $180 + ( 0.025119 X $-___

1055 DGSC E.F a 5180 + ( 0.007533 x S____

1075 DGSC E.F 2 $180 + ( 0.025119 X S____

1080 DGSC E.F SI $18 ( 0.025119 X S____

1090 DGSC E.F Sl$18 + C 0.002572 X S____

1560 DGSC E.F S 180 + ( 0.008633 X S____

1820 DGSC E.F =$180 + ( 0.025119 X S____

1830 DGSC E.F S 180 + C 0.025119 X S____

1840 DGSC E.F =la 518 ( 0.025119 X $____

1850 DGSC E.F c $180 + C 0.025119 X S____

1860 DGSC E.F z S180 + ( 0.025119 X S____

2050 DGSC E.F S 180 + ( 0.025119 X $____

2060 DGSC E.F $ 180 + ( 0.025119 X $____

2090 DGSC E.F =la $18 ( 0.066067 X S____

3210 DGSC E.F =is 518 ( 0.025119 X S____

3220 DGSC E.F 2 $180 + ( 0.030806 X S

3230 DGSC E.F a S180 + C 0.024107 X S____

3405 DGSC E.F Sia 518 ( 0.025119 X S____

3408 DGSC E.F = $188 + C 0.025119 X $____

3410 DGSC E.F x S188 + C 0.025119 X S____

3411 DGSC E.F = S188 + C 0.025119 X S____

3412 DGSC E.F = S188 + C 0.025119 K $____

3413 DGSC E.F $ 188 + C 0.003671 X S____

3414 DGSC E.F =iS +18 ( 0.025119 X S____

3415 DGSC E.F a 5188 + C 0.038835 K S____

3416 DGSC E.F = S188 + C 0.025119 X S____

3417 DGSC E.F $l518 + C 0.068510 X $____

3418 DGSC E.F = 188 + ( 0.025119 K $____

3419 DGSC E.F Sia 518 + 0.075169 K S

3422 DGSC E.F = S188 + 0.025119 X S____

3424 DGSC E.F z 5188 + 0.025119 x $____

3426 DGSC E.F a S188 + 0.003762 K S____

3431 DGSC E.F = 5188 + 0.026258 K S____

3432 DGSC E.F x S188 + 0.025119 X S____

3433 DGSC E.F = $188 + 0.009597 X S____

3436 DGSC E.F a S188 + 0.025119 X S____

3438 DOIC E.F x 5188 + 0.031176 K S)

3439 DGSC E.F x 5188 + 0.024549 X $____

3441 DGSC E.F x S188 + 0.003971 X S____

3442 DGSC E.F a Sias + 0.025119 K $____

3443 DGSC E.F a S188 + 0.025119 K S____

3444 DGSC E.F x $188 + 0.075424 K S____

*There wre re historicaL *ecr ref Lectirg cLoad shipiIrv M for this partiLoAa
FSC. A a romAt, a l"pcprtion of overos witrwt welu.W =Ad rat be co~tAted.
The portion for the portlaitar Coute Ldr bhidt this PlC faLs woutitlad.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER z ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT
SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

3445 DGSC E.F =$188 + ( 0.006578 X S____

3446 D6SC E.F =$188 + ( 0.025119 X $_____

3447 DGSC E.F =$188 + ( 0.025119 X S____

3448 DGSC E.F =$188 + C 0.025119 X $____

3449 DGSC E.F S 188 + ( 0.025119 X S____

3450 DGSC E.F =$188 + ( 0.025119 X S____

3455 DGSC E.F = 188 + 0.014260 X S____

3456 DGSC E.F =$188 + 0.034368 x S____

3460 DGSC E.F =$188 + 0.032692 X S

3461 DGSC E.F S 188 + ( 0.025119 x S____

3465 DGSC E.F S 188 + C 0.016839 x $____

3470 DGSC E.F S 188 + 0.025119 X S____

3510 DGSC E.F S 181 + C 0.045203 X S

3520 DGSC E.F S 181 + 0.025119 X S____

3530 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.023867 X S____

3605 DGSC E.F S 181 + 0.025119 X S____

3610 DGSC E.F S 181 + 0.022364 X S

3611 DGSC E.F z $181 + C 0.001994 X S____

3615 DGSC E.F 2$181 + 0.010103 X S____

3620 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X S____

3625 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3630 DGSC E.F = $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3635 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3640 DGSC E.F 2 $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3645 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.025119 X $____

3650 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X Z____

3655 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.016700 X S____

3660 DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3670 DGSC E.F x $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3680 DGSC E.F m $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3685 DGSC E.F 2 $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3690 DGSC E.F z$181 + 0.025119 X S____

3693 DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.025119 X S____

3694- DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.220569 X S____

3695 OGSC E.F $ 181 + 0.122557 K S____

3920 DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.042757 K $

3940 DGSc E.F 2 $181 + 0.023243 X S

3990 DGSC E.F = $181 + 0.003721 X S

4110 DG$C E.F 2 $180 + 0.029293 K S____

4120 DGSC E.F z $180 + 0.025119 K S____

4130 DGSC E.F x $180 + 0.029647 K S

4140 DGSC E.F a $180 + 0.020003 K S____

*Thae wm no histarif cot. w rectirv ctw shiirV M~ for Whs pitiAar
FSC. As a rwjt, a m"promtion of warqs carytrwt vauaW o.Ad rut be csttAste.
The pcpa io for fth potiala Csflhr vdm glidi this FSC fails - Wlivd.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER = ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPMG ROD COST VALUE

4230 OGSC E.F a $175 + C 0.087652 X S____

4240 DGSC E.F a $175 + C 0.010661 X S____

4920 DGSC E.F a $190 + 0.041405 X S____

4921 DGSC E.F 2 $190 + 0.025119 X S____

4923 DGSC E.F = $190 + 0.025119 X S____

4925 DGSC E.F z $190 + 0.025119 X S____

4927 DGSC E.F S 190 + 0.025119 X $____

4933 DGSC E.F =$190 + C 0.025119 X S____

4960 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.025119 X S____

5220 DGSC E.F =$181 + C 0.065676 x $____

5280 DGSC E.F S 181 + C 0.025119 X S____

5355 DGSC E.F S 181 + C 0.026796 x s____

5940 DGSC E.F =$177 + C 0.022031 X S____

5970 DGSC E.F 2$177 + C 0.028759 x S____

5975 DGSC E.F S 178 + ( 0.028108 X S

5977 DGSC E.F z $178 + C 0.009429 x $

5995 DGSC E.F x $177 + C 0.022730 X S

6105 DGSC E.F 2 $190 + C 0.024532 x S

6110 DGSC E.F 2 $178 + C 0.027671 x S

6115 DGSC E.F S 190 + C 0.037245 X S

6116 DGSC E.F z $186 + ( 0.025119 X S____

6120 DGSC E.F z $186 + C 0.024941 X S____

6125 DGSC E.F 31 $186 + 0.024801 X S)
6130 DGSC E.F x $190 + 0.032556 X $____

6135 DGSC E.F a $186 + 0.007402 X S____

6140 DGSC E.F S 190 + C 0.031832 X S____

6150 DGSC E.F 2 $178 + 0.021290 x S

6210 DGSC E.F = $177 + C 0.029670 X $____

6220 DGSC E.F a $177 + 0.022410 x S____

6230 DGSC E.F z $177 + C 0.018984 X $____

6240 DGSC E.F z $177 + 0.018300 x S____

6250 DGSC E.F 2 $177 + 0.026936 X S____

6260 DGSC E.F z $177 + 0.000633 x S____
6310 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.025119 X S____

6320 OGSC E.F = $181 + C 0.020455 X S

6330 DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.025119 X S____

6340 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.014983 K $____

6350 DaSC E.F x $181 + C 0.035832 X S____

6605 OGSC E.F a $180 + 0.001158 X S____

6610 DGSC E.F z $180 + 0.002936 K $

6615 OGUC E.F x $180 + 0.060636 K S

6620 DGSC E.F x $180 + 0.006914 X S____

*There we no histoicst mmecr ref Iwetiri coed shionig FIO for this patia~ar

F9C. As a rwmAt, a 'olprMti of aurqe cract voium" =aAd rot be ostAatd.
The prcrtion fr fth prtiaAsr Canter uvbr bh~i this FEC faLt s utitimcL
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER 2 ADMINISTRATIVE * ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT )

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

6635 OGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.020625 X S _ )

6636 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.025119 X S_ )*

6645 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.037345 X S_ )

6650 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.001134 x S _ )

6655 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.025119 X S_ )_

6660 DGSC E.F = $180 + C 0.021744 X $)

6665 DGSC E.F = $180 + C 0.020123 X S _ )

6670 DGSC E.F = $180 + C 0.012850 X S _ )

6675 DGSC E.F $180 + C 0.040056 X $_ )

6680 DGSC E.F 2 5180 + C 0.027569 X $)

6685 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.041986 X $)

6695 DGSC E.F z S180 + ( 0.008409 X S_ )

6710 DGSC E.F a $180 + ( 0.000132 X S _ )

6720 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.014482 X S _ )

6730 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.023189 X S _ )

6740 DGSC E.F z $180 + ( 0.054219 X S )

6750 DGSC E.F a180 + + 0.021853 x S_ )

6760 DGSC E.F = $180 + ( 0.021695 X S _ )

6770 DGSC E.F = $180 + C 0.025119 X S___

6780 DGSC E.F = $180 + C 0.004257 X S _ )

6810 OGSC E.F 5 S190 + C 0.031637 X $ )

6820 DGSC E.F $ 5190 + C 0.000623 X • )

6830 DGSC E.F - 5190 + C 0.054045 X S _ _

6840 DGSC E.F = $190 + ( 0.052346 X $ )

6850 DGSC E.F = $190 + ( 0.016651 X • )

6910 DGSC E.F = 5181 + C 0.025119 X S

6920 DGSC E.F 2 $181 + C 0.006749 x s• _

6930 OGSC E.F 2 $181 + C 0.075920 X S _ )

6940 DGSC E.F $181 + C 0.025119 X S_ )

7240 DGSC E.F $181 + ( 0.000498 X S )

7310 DGSC E.F a $190 + C 0.026965 X •_ )

7320 DGSC E.F 2 $190 + C 0.022062 X $)

7330 DGSC E.F w 5190 + C 0.000942 X S _ )

7360 DGSC E.F a $190 + C 0.000134 X S_ )

7450 DGSC E.F a $181 + ( 0.000818 X s_)

7610 DGSC E.F a $183 + C 0.079313 x S _ )

7630 DGSf' E.F x $183 + C 0.025119 X S_ )_

7640 OGSt E.F a $183 + ( 0.025119 X S_ )_

7650 DGSC E.F " $183 + C 0.025119 X •_ )_

7660 DGSC E.F z $183 + C 0.025119 X S_ )_

7670 DGSC E.F a $183 + C 0.022434 X $ )

7690 DGSC E.F a $183 + ( 0.037161 X $ )

Thrw w.r no historical reo~ ref tectirg ctL and s rg W s for this partiLa.r

FSC. As a reutt, a "portIon of murqm trwt wtus" cLtd rt be calcuLatd.

The imrportion for fte tiatar CA'ter udr iWich this PlC fatts o Ll.
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

PSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + CPROPORTION X CONTRACT

SNPPNG ROD COST VALUE

8110 DGSC E.F x £181 + ( 0.005649 X S____

8120 DGSC E.F 2 $181 + 0.012299 X S____

8125 DGSC E.F z $181 + 0.001548 X S____

8130 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X S____

8140 DGSC E.F =$181 + C 0.121284 X S____

8145 DGS'C E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X S____

9110 DGSC E.F a $181 + 0.025119 X $____

9150 DGSC E.F x$181 + 0.015493 X $____

9160 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.017223 X S____

9320 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.035782 K $____

9330 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.014517 X $____

9340 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.001642 X S

9350 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.076077 K $____

9390 DGSC E.F =$190 + 0.013207 K $____

9440 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X $____

9450 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.025119 X $____

9620 DGSC E.F S 181 + 0.025119 K S____

9925 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.017298 X S

9930 DGSC E.F =$181 + 0.012563 K S____

9999 DGSC E.F *$181 + 0.025119 X S____

*There were no historicota= eo ref tectirg closed shfppirg M~ for this pmrtimar

FSC. As a rauLt, a Up q= ion of avarap catrwt -miLm" coAd not be cataAaWe.
The pcM ona for toe pwticAwl Cuflh rdwr ifild this PlC felts was tiLind.
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EVALUATION PROPOSEDFSC CENTER FACTOR PER a ADMINISTRATIVE + ( PROPORTION X CONTRACT )
SIIPPNG ROD COST VALUE

1560 Disc E.F 2 $198 + ( 0.029040 X S
1670 DISC E.F =$198 + ( 0.012293 X S
1680 DISC E.F a$198 + ( 0.041064 X $____

2020 DISC E.F =$186 + ( 0.037890 X S____
2030 DISC E.F =$186 + C 0.116047 X $____

2040 DISC E.F =$186 + C 0.004444 X S____
2810 Disc E.F =$198 + ( 0.000454 X $____

2835 DISC E.F a$198 + ( 0.003024 X S____
2840 DISC E.F $198 + 0.022068 X S____
2845 DISC E.F $ 198 + 0.037890 X S____
2915 DISC E.F a $186 + C 0.026375 X S____
2925 DISC E.F a $186 + 0.025313 x S
2935 DISC E.F a$186 + 0.003634 X S____
2945 DISC E.F a $186 + 0.023492 X S____
2950 Disc E.F a $186 + 0.037890 X S____
2995 DISC E.F s 186 + 0.025287 X $____

3110 DISC E.F a$187 + 0.041485 X S
3120 DISC E.F a$187 + 0.045099 X $____

3130 Disc E.F SIB +17 0.071393 X S____
3940 DISC E.F SI $18 *c 0.064501 X S____
4010 DISC E.F a$183 + C 0.046250 X S____
4020 DISC E.F =$183 + 0.036945 X $____

4030 Disc E.F S 183 + 0.054899 X S
5305 DISC E.F aS183 + C 0.033351 K $____

5306 DISC E.F a$183 + C 0.043349 K $____

5307 DISC E.F a$183 + 0.032426 K S____
5310 Disc E.F $183 + C 0.032922 X $
5315 DISC E.F a$183 + 0.033377 K S____
5320 DISC E.F S 183 + 0.034746 K S____
5325 DISC E.P $183 + 0.035057 X S____
5330 DISC E.F SM $13 + 0.045156 K S
5335 Disc E.F aI $13 + 0.037890 K S____
5340 DISC E.F 3a $183 + 0.033178 K S____
5355 DISC E.F a $183 + 0.051606 K S____
5360 DISC S.F a $183 + 0.031801 X S
5365 Disc E.F a $183 + 0.030302 X S
6145 Disc E.F a $179 + 0.040167 X $____

9505 DISC E.F a $198 + 0.034284 K S____
9510 Disc E.F a S198 + 0.044238 X S
9515 DISC S.F a $198 + 0.055801 K S____
9520 DISC S.F a $198 + 0.041783 K S____
9525 DISC S.F a $198 + 0.014192 K $____

*Therre r n historicL, msar ref Lactirg cdowsh pAIIrg As for this paticLAw
F9C. As a raK~t, a l" qotion of hiwmrq comrat wituo cAd rat be catLAa.
The lxpm onu for tom patioiw Cuter u.dmr bbiih this FM fatks -n utiac
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER z ADMINISTRATIVE + C PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

9530 DISC E.F = $198 + ( 0.042510 X $)

9535 DISC E.F = $198 + 0.039368 X $)

9540 DISC E.F = $198 + ( 0.053892 X S_ )

9545 DISC E.F = $198 + ( 0.037890 X S_ )_

9610 DISC E.F = $186 + ( 0.037890 X $)_

9630 DISC E.F = $186 + ( 0.076189 x S_ )

9640 DISC E.F = S186 + ( 0.037890 X $)_

9650 DISC E.F = $186 + C 0.000023 X S_ )

9660 DISC E.F = S186 + ( 0.037890 X S_ )*

9670 DISC E.F = $186 + 0.037890 X S_ )_

9680 DISC E.F f$186 + 0.037890 X $)_

* There tie no historicaL rmd refLectiig ctmcl sfIrog Us for this wticAu

FSC. As a reuAt, a "pportian of wawrap cotrwt witm" coAd rat be cmLuatedW.

The pcW ion for the IrtiaAar Cur wdr 40di this FSC faLs i txitiL
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER - ADMINISTRATIVE + PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROD COST VALUE

6505 DPSC-M E.F 2 S136 + 0.009570 X S___

6508 DPSC-M E.F a S133 + 0.001660 X $____

6510 DPSC-M E.F =$136 + ( 0.005959 X S____

6515 DPSC-M E.F =$136 + 0.052299 X S____

6520 DPSC-M E.F =$130 + 0.028833 X S____

6525 DPSC-M E.F =$130 + 0.011999 X S____

6530 DPSC-M E.F =$132 + C 0.024022 X S____

6532 DPSC-M E.F S 127 + ( 0.008714 X S____

6540 DPSC-M E.F S 130 + C 0.061925 X S____

6545 DPSC-M E.F S 133 + ( 0.032089 X S____

6550 DPSC-M E.F S 136 + ( 0.041594 X $____

6630 DPSC-M E.F S 130 + ( 0.018999 X $____

6640 DPSC-M E.F 2$136 + C 0.023812 X S____

8105 DPSC-M E.F =$133 + C 0.165785 X S____

8820 DPSC-M E.F = 133 + ( 0.032089 X S____

8940 DPSC-M E.F x $133 + C 0.031459 X S____

9410 DPSC-M E.F 2 $133 + C 0.032089 X S____

*Thwre v no historical , am reflecting closed shioirg M for this paniiclor

FSC. As a rwAt, a Mp cMrtio of ~Wu wmtr act %onu" omAd rat be calatAato&
The piq= ion for fte prtictAa Cmudeiar bAidi thi~s F9C falls was tIIizmd
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EVALUATION PROPOSED

FSC CENTER FACTOR PER :ADMINISTRATIVE + (PROPORTION X CONTRACT

SHPPNG ROD -OST VALUE

7210 DPSC-T E.F S 235 + ( 0.007160 X S____

8305 DPSC-T E.F S235 + 0.007160 X S____

8310 DPSC-T E.F S 235 + C 0.007160 X S____

8315 DPSC-T E.F =S235 + ( 0.024291 X S.____
8320 DPSC-T E.F $ 235 + 0.007160 X S____

8325 DPSC-T E.F S 235 + C 0.007160 X S____

8330 DPSC-T E.F =$235 + 0.007160 X S____

8335 DPSC-T E.F S 235 + C 0.007160 X S____

8340 DPSC-T E.F $ 235 + C 0.013212 X S____

8345 DPSC-T E.F $ 235 + 0.007160 X S____

8405 DPSC-T E.F $ 236 + 0.003203 X S____

8410 DPSC-T E.F S 236 + 0.007160 X $____

8415 DPSC-T E.F $ 214 + 0.007971 X S

8420 DPSC-T E.F S 236 + C 0.003438 X S____

8425 DPSC-T E.F $ 233 + 0.007160 X $____

8430 DPSC-T E.F S 246 + 0.000096 X S____

8435 DPSC-T E.F $ 246 + 0.007160 X S____
8440 DPSC-T E.F $ 236 + C 0.007160 X S____

8445 DPSC-T E.F $ 233 + 0.007160 X S____

8450 DPSC-T E.F S 233 + 0.007160 X S____

8455 DPSC-T E.F z$236 + C 0.000300 X S)

8460 DPSC-T E.F S 233 + C 0.007160 X S____

8465 DPSC-T E.F $ 214 + 0.007160 x S____

8470 DPSC-T E.F S 233 + 0.003937 x S____

8475 DPSC-T E.F 1233 + 0.007160 X S____

9420 DPSC-T E.F a1235 + ( 0.007160 x S____

9430 DPSC-T E.F a s235 + ( 0.007160 X S____

*Thur. bw nD historicat rtmr reftwetirg ctowd shippirg X3s for this pwticAsr

F9C. As a raL~t, a alp cMion of vrq womrwt %ostu" caLAd rat be coickAate.

fth PrqOMial for fth particAiar Ceite Lrdr id this FSC fatts was Win&i~
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APPENDIX C

List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation Meaning

ACF Active Contract File
ACO Administrative Contracting Officer
CDCS Customer Depot Complaint System
DCAS Defense Contract Administrative Service
DCSC Defense Construction Supply Center
DDRV Defense Depot Richmond Virginia
DESC Defense Electronic Supply Center
DGSC Defense General Supply Center
DISC Defense Industrial Supply Center
DLA Defense Logistics Agency
DLA-LO DLA Operations Research and Economic Analysis Office
DoD Department of Defense
DPSC Defense Petsonnel Support Center
DPSC(C&T) Defense Personnel Support Center - Clothing & Textile
DPSC(Med) Defense Personnel Support Center - Medical
DRPM Deficiency Report Program Manager
EF Evaluation Factor
FSC Federal Supply Class
QAR Quality Assurance Representative
ROD Report of Discrepancy
SPD Special Purpose Data
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